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MEMORANDUM FOR: 


AcEniral Stansficld Turner, IJ.S. Navy 
Chairman, NPTB 


FROM 


Admiral Daniel J. Murphy, US Navy 
Vice Chairman, NPIB 


SUBJECT 


Release of "The Soviet. Civil Defense 
Program" as Unclassified 


1. On 17 March 1977, the National Foreign Intelligence 
Board was requested to concur in the release of subject 
memorandum. 

2. The action was referred to an NFIB v/orking group 
who concluded on 24 March as follows: (See Attachment A). 

3. ' We have taken your draft (dated 16 March 1977} and 
marked it to shov: the working group’ s proposed revisions. (Att . B) 
You v/ill note that no member disagrees with releasing the 
memorandum. USA]' and Army arc observers witii no vote. 

4. Do you want to discuss tliis on Monday, 28 Marcli, 
with NFIB? 


Will discuss with NFIB __ 
Will not discuss with NFIB 
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Nl'TP’ !\o;iction< to Unclassi fled Draft , 
’’Th e S oviet Civil 


The NFIB reps met yesterday to I'cvicv; the unclassified 
draft (USAi- did not attend) . . 

There seemed to be serious reserrations about releasing an 
xtnclassificd draft at this time, j>articularly with State, US,\F 
and Anri}-. State's reaction, ’.dnich seems reasonable, is to delay 
the release until \ancc Iras completed his Soviet trip. The other 
reservations arc based in part on release of broad conclusions 
based on quick analysis of fragmentaiy data. 

The major substantive clrange vas in r’cyard to the slreltcr 
statistics extrapolat-. from the | | - . Tire reps felt 

these data could be misused and didn't add much to public under- 
standing'' of the program. Tirey also felt the language used expressed 
tlie lack of intelligence information currently available on tire 
shelter issu:.. 

I believe that tire editorial, changes made by the reps would 
be acceptable to the Admiral. The change that will probably 
bother hnn appears on pages 5-6 of tl'.e draft sent out for co- 
ordination. This change principally is the deletion of the 
statistics with the only number in the revised draft being a 
judgment that "a maximum of 1 % of the urbair population could be 
housed . . .in shelters." 

The reps would like the revised draft taken up at the NFIB 
meeting on Monday. 
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Deputy to the DCl 
for the Intelligence Community 

15 April 1977 

NOTE FOR; The Director 


Stan: ! 

j 

It was mentioned by Paul Walsh this I 

morning at the 9 o’clock meeting that INR/ 

State is approaching Vance to get him to 
request that you not publish your unclassified 
Soviet Civil Defense paper. 

You can see/ from my 25 March memo to 
you (attached)/ second page, that State did 
have reservations prior to the NFIB on 
28 March. But, you will recall that at the 
NFIB, the only objections came from General 
Tighe and the Air Force. Our records show 
no objection from the State Rep at that 
meeting . 

I personally see no reason why we 
shouldn't publish this unclassified document, j 
This is a heads-up memo, so you can prepare i 
your response to Vance if and when he brings ! 
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MEMORANDUM FOR: Mr. Rick Inderfurth 

Special Assistant to tlie President 
for National Security Affairs 


Attached for your information is a copy 
of a memorandum prepared in response to a 
request from Robert Ginsburg of Stu Eizenstat's 
staff. 



Acbniral, U. S. Navy 

Director, Central Intelligence Agency 


FORM 1^1 usn PlfCViOUS 
5*75 LfilTIONS 


Date 


1 APR 1977 




i 
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MEMORANDUM FOR: The Honorable Stuart R. Eizenstat 

Assistant to the President for Domestic 
Affairs and Policy 


The attacl-fflient was prepared in the Office 
of Strategic Research in response to a request 
by Robert Ginsburg of your staff. The office 
would welcome the opportunity to discuss the 
matter further with you. If you wish to do s o, 
please contact 


25X1 


Please note that Mr. Ginsburg does not have 
the clearances necessary for access to memorandum 
No. 2 in the attaclrnent. 


FORM 

5-75 


I am also sending a copy^ofJ:liis response to 
Rick Inderfurth at the NSC^jt5^ff. 


STANSFffiLD 


TURNER 


Admiral, U. S. Naty 

Director, Central Intelligence Agency 


Date 


rti USt TREVJOUS 
V > £ D t T I 0 K S 






4/ . 
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MEMORANDUM FOR: 


The Honorable Stuart E. Eizensti 
Assistant to the President 
Domestic Affairs and Pol^^ 


This co!lMection was prepared in tfie Office of 
Strategic SesealR^ in response to a/requcst by Mr. 
Robert Ginsburg o^syour staff. 'Rra authors would 
welcome, the opportun!fct;v to disciiss the matter further 
with you. If you wishHp do please contact Mr. 


Depu 



/ 


Attaclments : 
As Stated 



E. H. Knofthe 

Director of Centr^^l Intelligence 


Date 


lAiUSC PREVIOUS 

'VIebjtIONS 
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This folder contains a response to a verbal 
request from Robert Ginsburg of the Domestic 
Affairs and Policy Staff. Part of the response 
is Top Secret Codeword, but Ginsburg has only a 
Secret clearance; therefore, we are sending the 
package to his supervisor, Mr. Eizenstat, who 
has the necessary clearances. 
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Date 





16-7 


25X1 


Apr] 


rovi 


eds&SDitcIfr 


UNCLASSIFIED 


A j Fg?P8PM 
^FIED T T COIMdENTIAL 



OFFICIAL ROUTING SLIP 


TO 

NAME AND ADDRESS 

DATE 

INI^ALS 

1 





2 

DDCI 

3l»i 


3 

DCI 



4 




5 




6 






ACTION 


DIRECT REPLY 


PREPARE REPLY 


approval 


DISPATCH 


RECOMMENDATION 


COMMENT 


FILE 


RETURN 


CONCURRENCE 


INFORMATION 


SIGNATURE 


Remarks: 

To 


Approi/j 


cuUnu^ it tU 

ITK mv 'l-LOjt. h 

^ (JduUtiJL (A^tL (^d^.'^uAtL 

^St (Ad^ 'SM^ d> go aUjJ.. 

dx, C<rvvvvvNU/v%.-tf^ , 

cd — ' 


FOLD HERE TO RETURN TO SENDER 


FROM: NAME. ADDRES S AND PHONE NO. 


Demty Director, for Intelligence 

TJ^ r\r\r\ A ir\t^ iJk f\ . a r^r^r^Oi 


UNCLASSIFIED 


237 


Use previous editions 


ttUSGPO: 1976 - 202-953 


( 40 ) 




TO: 




■ 2 


Ar\ AnrvDCCC 


W 


NAME AND ADDRESS 


as&^4^1 3 : CIA-RDP80M001 654^1 5C|l^Olg§0f|^ET 


ACTION 


APPROVAL 


COMMENT 


CONCURRENCE 


DIRECT REPLY 


DISPATCH 


FILE 


INFORMATION 


DATE 


INITIALS 


PREPARE REPLY 


RECOMMENDATION 


RETURN 


SIGNATURE 


REMARKS: 


FROM: NAME, ADDRESS, AND PHONE NO. 


DATE 


< 3 -' 


ecurity Classification) 


CONTROL Nd 


Copy #4 


25X1 


A 


Warning Notice 

Sensitive Intelligence Sources and Methods Involved 

NATIONAL SECURITY INFORMATION 

Unauthorized Disclosure Subject to Criminal Sanctions 



f 


r'"'# 
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DISSEMINATION CONTROL ABBREVIATIONS 


NOFORN- 

NOCONTRACT- 

PROPIN- 

USIBONLY- 

ORCON- 

REL . . 


Not Releasable to Foreign Nationals 
Not Releasable to Contractors or 
Contractor/Consultants 
Caution- Proprietary Information Involved 
USIB Departments Only 
Dissemination and Extraction of Information 
Controlled by Originator 
This Information has been Authorized for 
Release to . . . 
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CIA Estimates of Soviet Defense Spen ding 


1. The attached three memos were prepared by the 
Office of Strategic Research, CIA in response to a 
verbal request by Mr. Robert Ginsburg of the Domestic 
Affairs and Policy staff. Because of the classification 
of Memorandum 2, the package is being sent to Mr. Stuart E. 
Eizenstat, Assistant to the President for Domestic Affairs 
and Policy, who has the required security clearances. 

2. The first memo addresses questions on the indi- 
cated paragraphs in a Business Week article in a quote - 
comment format and lays out some of the arithmetic. 

The second lists the sources of the new ruble price 
information. The third memo discusses the effect of 
the upward revision of the ruble estimates on some 
important intelligence judgments regarding the Soviet 
military effort. 
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s goOT m assessing 


The agency seriously 
miscalculated how defense 
fits into Russia’s economy 


Through three decades of the cold war, 
U. S. policy planners have repeatedly 
faced crises in which it was vitally 
important to gauge both the size of the 
Soviet defense effort and the nature of 
its military capabilities. Their security 
blanket at such times was the reputation 
of a group of Central Intelligence 
Agency analysts— including hundreds of 
economists— who were presumed to have 
an unmatched degree of expertise on 
how- defense fits into the Soviet econ- 
omy. 

Each of the armed services always 
had — and still has— its own intelligence 
e.slabiishment. But the CIA’s Sovietolo- 
gists steadily gained ground at~the 


the time, acknowledged that the Ha’s 
cui’ient estimate of 50 billion to 55 
billion rubles for Sovieu defense outlays 
in 1975 was “about twice" the agency’s 
earlier estimate. But throughout the 
hearings, the joint subcommittee on 
priorities, headed by Senator William 
Proxmire (D-Wis.), accepted agency a.s- 
surances that virtuallv the onlv error/ 


7 


had to do with the Soviet Union's effi/ 
ciency in producing military hardwar^ 
and not with the quantity or quality 
that hardware. 

What the cia has not yet disclosed,' 
however, is that the agency’s earlier esti- 
mate of Soviet weapons spending was 
far worse than its estimate of overall 
Soviet defense spending (chart). The 
current cia figures for Soviet militarj' 
investment outlays are about 40077 of 
their previous level. During the agency's 
congressional presentation in 1974 — the 
last one prior to the agency’s massive 
expense of other intelligence agehcies'‘'v.revision of the Soviet figures— William 


mainly because only the cia had the vast 
store of data" and sheer analytic man- 
power needed to integrate jigsaw bits of 
information into a coherent picture of 
the war-making capabilities of the 
Soviet economy. 

For at least a decade, there have been 
critics who ai’gued that the cia’s model 
of the Soviet economy was a hopelessly 
complex superstructure that bore little 
relation to reality— an example of secret 
research gone wild. Yet for years the 


E.^olby, then cia director, told the 
Proxmire subcommittee that “expendi- 
tures devoted to [militarj-] investment 
[procurement of hardware and construc- 
tion of facilities] have dropped from 
about 40% of total defense expenditures 
in 1960 to about 20% in 1972.” But the 
cia’s current revision says: “Since 1970, 
investment outlays have taken about 
4077” of total Soviet defense spending. 
Thus, the agency has not only doubled 
its total estimate of Soviet outlays 


But critics su.spect that the agency’s 
inability to reconstruct earlier Soviet 
defense data reflects m('t}Kido!og..'a! 
problems tbiii-_contjnue_ to p rod kc 
undei:estTmato.s. .4 n'cf'Somfc- experts sug- 
gP^fTtrafTRe" Soviet military burden has 
actually continued on a steadily rising 
/course- to a 1975 C.Vf share of 117; .to 
15% from a 1960 level of S'-; to 97;. . 'I'his 
would mean that the Soviets have bepn 
placing an increasingly high priority /on 
military strength at the very time when 
the superpowers were supposedl>>ijsher- 
g in a new period of dg tmrttfr 
The"Ttvidom»,--IrittteTsT<no\vn about the 
reasons for the CIa’s abrupt about-face 
in its assessment of the Soviet defense 
effort, but business week’s investigation 
suggests that two distinct adjustments 
were involved. 

In late 1974 or early 1975 the cia's 
adamancy began to erode under the 
weight of mounting evidence advanced 
aggressively by out.side critics and top 
officials of competing intelligence agen- 


New proof that Ruysla 
boosted military spending 
while talking detente 


cies in the State Pt-pt. and the Penttigori. 
This evidence included cost data ob- 
tained covertly for specific defense 
items, including shipbuilding, ticit were 
at variance with the cia’s figures; 
unexpected sophistication of Soviet 




openinjj of the (Ha’s annual presentation a ? 

to Congress-- the agencyi^p^OW^ BDrRelfias 
the percest of Soviet GNP devoted to the 
military were in total disarray, and the ' ^ 

agency was excused from discussing p ■■ ' 
them. \\ hat had happened was that an I 
analyst from the CIA and one from the r=-.-v.' 

DiA had wangled permission to “go into ^ ' 

the field” in a long-shot attempt to get ~ ’ 

classified Soviet assessments of their * 
own defense costs. What they came up '-’i, 
with was irrefutable evidence that the 
CIA’s overall figure for 1970 had been r- “ 
only about half as high as it should have - ’ 
been. i-f — 

Even then, according to Lieutenant -'TO- 
General Daniel 0. Graham, a former dia 
director, it w-as only through the inter- ~ff 

cession of former Defense Secretary 
James R. Schleslnger that the cia’s SCAM f!?-- 
(Soviet Costing Analytic Model) was .'tirTi — - 

finally called to task. “They all wanted 
to squelch the evidence,” he says, “and 

impugn the credibility of veiy good i-.y?' 

evidence on what the Soviets consider 
their own defense costs to be.” But 
Schlesinger, an economist and former ' 

Rand Corp. specialist on national secu- 

rity, insisted on the review procedure 

that ended by certifying the authority of '' 

the covertly obtained documentation.' “If 

it wasn’t for that,” Graham says, “we’d 

still be stuck with the same ridiculous 

figures.” 

Once certified as trustw'orthy, the new Sc 

evidence, which amounted to an unprece- ■ vf: 
dented intelligence breakthrough, struck 
the CIA like a thunderbolt. “I doubt we 1 : .^^ 

could ever have caught'this by economic "\ 

analysis,” one analyst says. But another 
agency official reacts defensively: “You 
don’t make a change every time'you get S. 
a small piece of evidence. If you change 
every' year, people are going to start 
icriticizing. That’s a bureaucratic norm.” [t 

The question remains, however, 
yvhether the agency’s analysts have any f 
deeper understanding of Soviet develop- 
ments than they did prior to the revi- v, 

Sion. EUSIN'ESS week’s findings do not 

preclude the possibility that agency esti- 

mates were, in essence, just doubled Ar 

across the board to achieve agreement 

with the overall defense figure obtained % 

by the two analysts who went covert. In 

>ther words, the agency may have no 

firmer grasp on the proportions of 

Soviet defense costs than it did in 1974, iCt. ' 

when it thought procurement accounted 

for only 20 of the total. And it may ' 

lave no sounder conception of the 

lynamics of Russia’s military burden 

;han it did two years ago, when it said it 

(ccountc-d for ..-•ily 6% of Soviet GNP. 

The civilian sector. This kind of uncer- S.- 
ainty is troubling not only to experts in 
■trategic studies but also to those whose f'l'" 
nterests span the entire Soviet economy. 




\ ; i Even before latest revisions, ^ 

U';.v.| thfiir dollsr estimalos shov;ed that the Soviet 

M'-1 'Tuiitary effort was bigger and grov/ing foster than that of the U.S. [' 





Estimated U.S. cost lo - 
duplicate Soviet programs 



Bui now, the CIA has drastically increased its estimate 
of Soviet defense costs in rubies 




Estimated 1975 
Soviet military outlays 

Billions of rubles 


Before revision 


After revision 




Percent increase 



"’O'"® ‘fie ‘otal 1^75 error arose from undershooting I, 

a the estimate for weapons procurement and construction p 


Before revision After revision 

Billions of Billions of Percent 

rubles rubles Increase 

Research, development, 

testing, and evaluation 9.2 10.0...., .,. 8.7% 

Troop pay, food, and 

personal equipment 8.5 10.5 23.5% 

Replacement, maintenance, 

and operating costs 4.3 11.0 155.8% 

Weapons procurement and ' - 

construction of military 

installations 5.5 ,\21.0 ...281.8% 

Total 57-^ ef> (r Ais fs &7 


23.5% 


nieresrs sptm me entire boviet economy. Ef.lJ Total 27 5 52 s ' ' ' oo ov 

rhe whole point of the nj^fjc^’^arFo^^ease 2004/03/^6 Cl A-RbP86MbOV6'5A'00%000500T6-7" 
len calculation is that whatever goes 
nto military costs must come out of GNP 






